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BAR BRIEFS
(d) That the evidence consists of an offer of, or negotia-
tions for, a compromise or settlement;
(e) That the question is leading.
4. Should a party or his counsel oppose the introduction of, or
move to strike out, evidence, either without stating the ground therefor
or upon any ground other than those above enumerated, it shall be the
duty of the court to receive the evidence to which the opposition or
motion is addressed and to consider it in arriving at its decision. Nothing
herein contained shall be construed to prevent parties or their counsel
from submitting arguments relative to the admissibility of evidence
when requested so to do by the court, or in their arguments after the
close of the evidence, or on motion for nonsuit.
5. The admission of inadmissible evidence, except of the kinds
mentioned in paragraphs 3 (a), (b), (c) and (d) herein, shall not
be deemed reversible error. The rejection or striking out of admissible
evidence shall be deemed reversible error only if such action results in
the substantial prejudice of a party.
It is the intention of the legislature, in enacting this section, to
facilitate the taking of evidence and to assure the presentation and
proper understanding of all available evidence. The courts shall accord
hereto a liberal construction in aid of this purpose.
GETTING SOME RESPONSES
We are getting somewhere. After years of urging, we have at
last succeeded in getting our members to talk. Our May editorial woke
up several, and we quote one of these:
"Your editorial in Bar Briefs for May is timely. This is a matter
to which I have given considerable thought, and it occurs to me that
the term 'law enforcement' is perhaps an unfortunate one, or rather,
not accurate.
"People either obey laws or 'disobey them, this being almost
entirely a matter of intent on the part of the individual. It strikes me
that it is absolutely impossible to force anybody to obey a law. You
can punish them for failure, and by so doing perhaps deter others from
violation of the law.
"I have often wondered if the legal machinery, with particular
reference to the state's attorneys, county and district judges, and
sheriffs, have not overlooked an opportunity in failing to get in closer
touch with the different communities within their jurisdictions, and
trying to create a proper sentiment on the part of 'the people toward
the law. It occurs to me that if these officials, as a group, would meet
with the citizens of the different localities for the purpose of discussing
conditions in those localities, and for the further purpose of stimulating
the citizens themselves to take an active interest in law observance,
that something might be accomplished.
"I have often thought that if I should ever happen to be on the
bench or to be state's attorney that I would take occasion to meet with
groups of people from time to time for the purpose of discussing in an
informal way the attitude of the people toward the law, and try to
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impress them with the thought that the legal structure rests entirely
upon the citizens.
"If we could organize groups in every community whose purpose
would be law observance, we would go a long way toward combating
the organization of criminals."
Well, we may be all wet, if not anti-prohibition, but the point we
tried to get over was that apprehension officials must be organized at
least on a state-wide basis. The small, petty offenses with which every
community is afflicted, and which even so-called Philadelphia lawyers,
more or less unwittingly, engage in, lead, of course, in the direction of
the larger problems; but they are, very largely, the outgrowth of too
much legislation, and are, therefore, legislative rather than enforce-
ment problems.
OHIO CONTRA ILLINOIS
In the April issue we quoted from Professor Jerome Hall's (U.
Law School) review of the Illinois case of People vs. Scornavache, in
which the contention of the prosecutor was sustained as to the State's
right to demand a jury trial. The Illinois decision was rendered in
December, 1931. Just a month prior, the Ohio Court of Appeals had
the same matter before it in State vs. Winters. Construing Section
1579-300 of the Ohio Code, providing, "All cases in the municipal court
shall be tried to the court unless a jury trial be demanded by a party, or
unless the judge in the interest of justice on his own motion orders a
trial by jury. A demand for a jury trial must be made in writing not
later than two weeks from the appearance date stated in the summons
and not less than three days before trial of the case. . . In all criminal
actions where a jury may be and is demanded, it shall be composed of
twelve persons having the qualifications of electors," also Section
13442-4, providing, "In all criminal cases pending in courts of record
in this state, the defendant shall have the right to waive a trial by jury,
and may, if he so elect, be tried by the court without a jury"-the Court
held, after waiver by the defendant, trial by the court is mandatory, and
it was error to grant the State's request for a jury trial.
WE ARE COMPLIMENTED
Under date of May 21, 1932, Mr. , of - , Iowa,
writes us as follows:
"I have for sale a central oiler invention that is very simple and
reliable and it will regulate the oil very accurately to each bearing. It
is to be used on automobiles and machinery. I am willing to sell my
oiler for one hundred thousand dollars. Would any of the members
of your association be interested in buying my invention?
"My attorney is (name and address given). If you will go to
him he will give you a contract for my patent papers."
We are anxious to learn the names of those interested, hence we
reserve the name of the inventor, also his attorney.
